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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Appellant seeks our review under 35 U.S.C. § 134 (2002) of the 

Examiner's final decision rejecting claim 5. We have jurisdiction over the 

appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b) (2002). 

We REVERSE. 

Claim 5 recites: 

5. A business method for sending a gift within a 
wrap, the method comprising the steps of applying 
an identification code to the wrap, giving the wrap 
to a first user, inputting into a control system a first 
input of information received from the first user 
who has transferred the wrap containing one gift to 
a second user, the first input of information 
comprising the identification code together with 
first data provided by the first user, inputting into 
the control system a second input of information 
from the second user to which the wrap and the 
one gift have been transferred, the second input of 
information comprising the identification code 
together with second data provided by the second 
user, employing the control system to access the 
first and second inputs of information, displaying 
the first and second data on a website, receiving an 
other input comprising third data from a third user 
to whom the wrap and an other gift have been sent, 
enabling the control system to access the third 
data, and displaying the third data on the website. 

Appellant appeals the following rejection: 
Claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as anticipated by Boucher (US 
6,976,007 Bl, iss. Dec. 13, 2005). 
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ANALYSIS 

The dispositive issue in this appeal is whether the proper construction 
has been given to the language of claim 5. At issue is the following 
recitation in claim 5: "receiving another input comprising third data from a 
third user to whom the wrap and an other gift have been sent" (emphasis 
added). This recitation is on lines 10 and 11 of claim 5. Claim 5, line 1 
recites "[a] business method for sending a gift within a wrap" (emphasis 
added). 

We agree with the Appellant that claim 5 requires that the same wrap 
that is recited in line 1 of claim 5 is recited on line 1 1 of the claim because 
line 1 recites "a wrap" and line 1 1 recites "the wrap." 

As such, we agree with the Appellant that it is the same wrap at each 
stage of Appellant's method. 

Boucher does not disclose that the same wrap that is used to contain a 
first and second gift is also used to contain a third wrap. Specifically, 
column 4, lines 40 to 47, which the Examiner relies on for teaching this 
feature does not recite that a wrap is used to wrap a first, second, and third 
gift. 

In view of the foregoing, we will not sustain the rejection of the 
Examiner. 
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DECISION 

We REVERSE the Examiner's 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) rejection. 



REVERSED 
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